1. Introduction Bunni (1991) emphasized the necessity of standard forms of contract in almost every agreement because of the complexity of commercial activities. Taking into account the basic differences of construction from other commercial activities, Forward (2002) claimed that construction by nature is a relatively complex process and has long demanded contracts of greater sophistication than many other commercial activities. The FIDIC (1989) specified standardization as essential both in technical and administrative matters, for the satisfactory completion of projects of building and civil engineering construction holds quite true. The FIDIC (1989) further provided the advantages tangible in using detailed contract provisions based upon a standard form of contract, holding a reasonable balance between the requirements and interests of the parties and in particular fair allocation of risks and responsibilities. The use of standard Conditions of Contract will not only facilitate the successful completion of a contract, but also result in lower prices, as tenderers will be familiar with the conditions that will apply under the contract. Tenderers would not need to make financial provision for contract conditions with which they are not familiar and consequences of which they may have difficulty of assessing (FIDIC, 1989).
The primary intention of introducing the standard forms of contract into the construction industry was to improve the fairness and standardize the rights and obligations of contracting parties. However, Forward (2002) identified two difficulties. First, the number of standard forms has proliferated. Secondly, sufficient dissatisfaction exists with many of those put forward. Bunni (1991) expressed that the knowledge accumulated through experience and the recurrent use over a long period of time has brought about revisions and modifications in construction standard forms with the aim either of achieving greater certainty in the intention of the wording or of providing a response to the needs of the parties and/or society. A sentence or a set of sentences explaining the attributes listed above in the research question has been categorized and taken as a variable in the content analysis. Once the variables were defined and the textual data were selected, the selection of recording was considered to represent the text in order to pool them into variable categories. The defined variables themselves possess the nature to be determined through "themes" rather than word, word sense, sentence or paragraph as the variables delineate a single idea according to the research question specified above. (Holsti ,1969) describes a "theme" as "a single assertion about some subject matter". The boundary of a theme therefore defines a single idea. This research was not restricted to the semantic boundaries of sentences or paragraphs.
In
In order to link the data back to the research question, the frequency count of a category was selected as the analysis option. It is the most common method for measuring content and specifically when the categories are nominal (Reynolds, 1984). The coding, the essence of content analysis, made the bridge from text to numbers. In order to draw inferences from the text, the frequency of the "themes" were counted and tabulated.
A General Comparison of the New and Old Editions
The 1989 When scrutinizing the two forms of contract in detail, following subheadings could be used to highlight the differences in approach between the documents.
i. Contract Philosophy
ICTAD 1989 edition has been written on the principle that in construction there will always be problems and potential for disputes. Thus, it results in more complex project management procedures, which require a framework that will help to identify and resolve problems or, if the problem develops into a dispute, will ensure that accurate evidence is recorded. On the contrary, the proactive management philosophy of the 2002 edition will encourage co-operation and early joint resolution of problems. This philosophy contrasts with the reactive management approach in the 1989 edition that resulted in problems being dealt with less structured way.
ii. Clarity and Readability 
iii. The Project Management Organization
The 2002 edition retains the traditional role of the Engineer and the role is clearly defined as being part of the Employer's personnel. The Engineer will be responsible for administering and supervising the execution of work and making initial decisions pertaining to contractual matters such as payments, claims and extension of time while acting within the authority determined in the contract. Both editions allow the Engineer to delegate the duties and responsibilities to the Engineer's representative. However, the major difference is that the Engineer is not required to act in any quasi-arbitrator role. If the Contractor disagrees with the Engineer's decision, the matter can be forwarded to the Adjudicator.
iv. Compensation Events
The 2002 edition introduces a novel approach for compensation events, which is a procedure for managing events that are at the Employer's risk. The primary purpose of compensation events is to enable the Engineer and the Contractor to manage the consequences of an unexpected situation in a positive way. Sub-Clause 44.1 gives a list of events, including variations, which may give the Contractor an entitlement to additional payment. The 2002 edition also includes a provision in clause 31, for either the Engineer or the Contractor to call for the other to attend a management meeting. This provision requires the Contractor and the Engineer to co-operate in considering how to overcome any problem and to agree on a solution, which is in the best interest of the project.
v. Early Warning Procedure
Clause 32 of the 2002 edition places an obligation on the Contractor to notify the Engineer of any matter, which could adversely affect the quality of work, increase in the contract price, or delay in execution of the works. This requirement motivates the parties to identify problems as early as possible and have a proactive approach to find a solution jointly rather than putting off a decision or ignoring their resolution. The procedure adopted in the 1989 edition, which was based on written notices allowed the Contractor to give an advance notice regarding any actual cost or delay and the Contractor submits a detail report of results at a latter date. The Engineer issues any necessary orders and decides upon the Contractor's claim for additional time or payment.
vi. Variations
The procedures before issuing the instruction and in the valuation of the variation make the fundamental difference between the 1989 and 2002 edition. In the old edition, the Engineer has the authority of issuing an instruction and after the work has been completed the work is valued generally based on the original rates. Under the 2002 edition, the Contractor is required to submit a quotation, or alternative quotations, for the proposed variation. The Engineer assesses the quotation before the variation is ordered. If the quotation is acceptable the Contractor is paid this quotation. If the quotation is unreasonable the variation shall be ordered based on the Engineer's own forecast. Nevertheless in case of urgency, at the discretion of the Engineer no quotations shall be given and the variation shall be treated as a Compensation Event. However, the Contractor shall not be entitled to additional payment for costs that could have been avoided by giving early warning. 
Results of the Content Analysis
The results of the content analysis are summarized at Table  1 in numerical terms using the frequency counts of each variable. The percentages included in Table 1 The evaluation of the emphasis on time, cost and quality control shows that the new edition offers better time control than the old edition. This is evident in clause 27, which provides better definition of programme content; requires detail supportive documentation; specifies frequent revision; etc.. It is apparent from the total of 283 themes against 446 as given in Table 1 that there is a considerable data reduction in the new edition. This is due to elimination of several redundant clauses contained in the previous edition. The usage of plain language in place of semi legal language too would have contributed to the data reduction. Since X 2 is 4.18 the null hypothesis has to be accepted even at 0.05 and 0.01 level. As such it can be concluded that there is no significant difference between the two editions. This signifies that even though the two editions differ in approach and style, the contents do not differ much. 
Conclusions

